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DETAILED ACTION 



Double Patenting 

A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where 
the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined application claim is not 
patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined application claim 
is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, 
e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 
645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In 
re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 
528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 
double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of 
activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 
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Claims 2-7 of the instant application are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of Glenn U.S. 
Patent No. 6,882,064. 

With respect to claim 2 both the instant application and claim 1 of patent 
6,882,064 recite, the same limitations with the exception of claim 1 of the instant 
application recites "a plurality of control circuits each of the plurality of the control 
circuits coupled to a respective one of the plurality of the plurality of capacitor switches 
to generate a respective control voltage, and" is used in the place of "one or more 
biasing circuits" and in line 2 of claim 2 of the instant application "a plurality of sets" is 
added before the description of the control biasing circuits. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to replace the plurality of 
control circuits in the place of the one or more biasing circuits and to add additional sets 
of control biasing circuits, since it is held that mere duplication of the essential working 
parts of a device involves only routine skill in the art. St. Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 
193USPQ8. 

With respect to claim 3 both instant application and claim 2 of patent 6,882,064 
recite, the same limitations except the word output is added in line 2 of claim 3 of the 
instant application. The addition of the word output does not provide any patentable 
distinction. 

With respect to claim 4 both instant application and claim 4 of patent 6,882,064 
recite, the same limitations except the word signal is used where patent 6,882,064 uses 
the word current and the instant application refer to "a plurality of control circuits" 
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instead of a control circuit, since it is held that mere duplication of the essential working 
parts of a device involves only routine skill in the art. St Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 
193 USPQ 8. 

With respect to claims 5-7 both instant application and claim 5 of patent 
6,882,064 recite, the same limitations. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 13, 14 and16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 13 is rejected as it cannot be determined the metes and bounds of the 
limitation "substantially zero". 

Claim 14 is rejected as it cannot be determined the metes and bounds of the 
limitation "substantially infinite". 

Claim 16 is rejected as it cannot be determined the metes and bounds of the 
limitation "substantially zero". 



Claim Objections 
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Claims 8-11 are objected to as claim 1 reads, "A circuit comprising ..." where 
claims 8-1 1 are to drawn to a method. Applicant must either properly amend claims 8- 
1 1 to depend from method claim 12 or amend said claims to further define the circuit of 
claim 1. 

Claim 12 recites the limitation "coupling a first of the plurality of control circuit to a 
control signal" in line 3. The term coupling is usually used when referring to connecting 
to circuit elements and it is unclear to the examiner what is meant by coupling to a 
signal. 

Claim 7 recites the limitation "the rest voltage" in line 25. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Dingwall 
et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,332,997). Dingwall teaches a circuit comprising: a plurality of 
capacitors coupled in parallel (Fig. 2 items C0-C2); a plurality of capacitor switches (Fig. 
2 items M20- M25), each one of the capacitor switches coupled in series with a 
respective one of the plurality of capacitors; a plurality of control circuits (Fig. 2 items 
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M10-M15), each of the plurality of control circuits coupled to a respective one of the 
plurality of capacitor switches, to generate a respective control voltage (items M10-M15 
are connected through signal lines 020-025 to the gate or control terminal of the 
capacitor switches), and to independently set a respective one of the plurality of 
capacitor switches to the respective control voltage; and a plurality of control switches 
(Fig. 2 item M30^35), each of the plurality of control switches to couple and to decouple 
a respective one of the plurality of control circuits to and from a control signal (Fig. 2 
serial data input Di). 

With respect to claim 2 Dingwall teaches a plurality of sets of one or more control 
biasing circuits (Fig. 2 circuit formed by the data input communication line of B0-B-5 
forms a first set and data lines of column select communication lines CSj), each of the 
plurality of sets of one or more control biasing circuits to set a respective control voltage 
to threshold voltage. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Welland 

et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,574,288) in view of El-Hamamsy et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,600,187). 

Welland teaches a circuit comprising: a plurality of capacitors coupled in parallel (Fig. 7 
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items CDO-CDn); a plurality of capacitor switches (SO-Sn), each one of the capacitor 
switches coupled in series with a respective one of the plurality of capacitors. Welland 
teaches a control circuit (item 812) to independently set a respective one of the plurality 
of capacitor switches to the respective control voltage. Welland also teaches the 
oscillator coupled to the plurality of capacitors by the capacitor switches depends on the 
capacitance provided to the oscillating circuit by the plurality of capacitors (see 
abstract). El-Hamamsy teaches a variable capacitor comprising a series capacitance 
connected in series with a transistor and further comprising control circuits for 
controlling a control voltage to the transistor. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the circuit of Welland to 
include a control circuit as taught by El-Hamamsy in order to provide a means for 
varying the amount of capacitance of the system by applying the different bias levels to 
the gate of each transistor. 

Claims 7 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Welland et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,574,288) in view of El-Hamamsy et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 
5,600,187) as applied to claim 3 above, and further in view of Sandstedt (U.S. Pat. 
No.4,259,746). 

With respect to claims 7, 12-14 Welland as modified by El- Hamamsy do not 
teach the varying of the capacitance based on the control voltage applied. Sandstedt 
teaches an electrical communication system where in a demultiplexer (item 78) is used 
to take the input signal and demultiplex the signal to three memory modules (items 80). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
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to modify Welland as modified by El-Hamamsy to include a demultiplexer between the 
controller (item 812) and the variable capacitance (item 402) as taught by Sandstedt in 
order to reduce wiring and implement the communication with fewer lines. 

With respect to claim 9 Sandstedt teaches the use of a demultiplexer which may 
be used to generate different control voltages output based on a same control signal. 

Welland et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,574,288) in view of El-Hamamsy et al. (U.S. Pat. 
No. 5,600,187) as applied to claim 3 above, and further in view of Sandstedt (U.S. Pat. 
No.4,259,746) further in view of Dingwall et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,332,997). 

With respect to claims 15-16 Welland as modified by El- Hamamsy further in 
view of Sandstedt do teach a second plurality of control circuits. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use multiple 
pluralities of control circuits in order to control additional components as seen in 
Dingwall (Fig. 7). 

Claims 4 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dingwall et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,332,997) in view of Welland et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,574,288) 

Dingwall does not teach the use of a charge pump to sink or source the control 
signal. Welland teaches the use of a charge pump to sink or source a control signal 
being inputted in to Welland's device. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to in order for the signal to have the appropriate 
voltage and current characteristics. 
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With respect to claim 10 Dingwall as modified by Welland teaches the use of a 
single charge pump. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to use multiple charge pumps in order to amplify the each control 
signal separately St. Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dingwall 
et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,332,997). Dingwall teaches a plurality of control circuits of claim 1 
Dingwall is silent on whether the control circuits are identical. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to make the control 
circuits differ in order to vary the capacitance of the system differently based on different 
input voltages. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's election with traverse of claims 1-16 in the reply filed on November 
23, 2005 is acknowledged. The traversal is on the ground that the subcombination is 
essential to combination. This is not found persuasive because the combination 
contains the limitations "a transceiver to transmit and receive data". This limitation for 
data communication and the further limitations of a processor to process said data and 
double data rate memory in communication with said processor distinguish group I from 
group II as a subcombination and combination usable together. The requirement is still 
deemed proper and is therefore made FINAL. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 5-6 and 11 objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. The following is a statement of reasons for 
the indication of allowable subject matter: Dingwall neither alone or in combination with 
Welland teach a detector, the detector to transmit a difference signal to the charge 
pump, the difference signal to indicate a difference between a reference signal and an 
output signal, wherein the output signal is based on one or more of the plurality of 
capacitors, and wherein the charge pump is to generate the control signal based on the 
difference signal. Theses further limitations to claims 4 and 10 are not taught or 
rendered obvious by the prior art. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Okada et al. (U.S. Pat. No.5,960,898) teaches a parallel 
configured capacitance control system and Welland (U.S. Pat. No.6, 137,372) teaches a 
similar device to that of claim 1 and claim 8. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael Rutland-Wallis whose telephone number is 571- 
272-5921. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 7:30AM- 
6:00PM EST. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lynn D. Feild can be reached on 571-272-2092. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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LYNN FEILD 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2800 




